
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 4 

ATLANTAFEDERALCENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960 

October S, 201 0 

Mr. I<eilli Mcltun 
Conini~~niry PIulincr 
Federal Transit Aclniinistratio~i, Region IV 
230 Peaclitrcc Strcct, N.W., Suite 800 
Atlanta, Gcorgi;~ 30303-1 5 12 

SUBJECT: I-cdc~-~l Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the LYNX Blue Line 
Extension Nor-tlicast Corridor Light Rail Project, Center City, Cliarlotte to lnlerstate 85, 
Mecl<le~iburg Counly, North Carolina; FTA-E40834-NC; CEQ No.: 201 00336 

Dear Mr. Mel ton: 

Tlic U.S. E~iviron~~ie~i ta l  Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 0 rlice Iias reviewed 
tlie subject clocumcnt and is commenting in accordance with Section 300 o r  tlie Clean Air 
Act (CAA) ~uid Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
1-lie Fedcsal -f~.;~iisit Autliority (FTA) and Cliarlotte Area Transit System (CA'I'S) arc 
proposing to construct all approximate 9-mile extension of the light rail systeni horn 
Center City Cliarlotte to south of Interstate 485. The proposed light rail iniprovcnient 
would primarily i~tilize existing railroad right of way for the first 4 niilcs and tlicn bc 
located ill tlie ~iiedian of North Tryon StreetJUS-29 for a substantial portioli oftlie 
remainin2 distance. There would be a new location segment as it enters tlie University of 
North Carolina ut Cliarlotte (UNC-Charlotte) campus. Thirteen ( 1  3) statio~is are 
proposeci \ v ~ t l i  7 of them being with park-and-ride facilities. 

FTA and CATS evaluated several preliminary alternatives and l i i~ \~e  iclentified a 
locally preferred alternative (LPA), including the Light Rail Alternative - Sugar Creelc 
Design Option that provides for an alignment shift with two different station locations. 
EPA has attached detailed technical review comments on the potential elivironmental 
impacts born tlic proposed project to this letter (See Attachment A). 

EP.4 I i ~ s  ratecl tlie Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), Lack of  
Objections (LO- I ), and lias not identified any potential environmental impacts recluiring 
substanti\.e cl1;lngt.s to the preferred alternative. Additionally, the DEIS ~lclccji~ately sets 
forth the environ~liental impacts of the preferred alternative and 110 fi~rtlier analysis or 
data collectioli IS  believed to be necessary. Overall, EPA supports the prol,osecl project's 
pill-pose ancl ncecl ancl the reconimended avoidance and minimization nicasures ancl 
mitigation. EPA is I-ecjuesting f~~r the r  details regarding potential noisc' 1111tisatio1i 

internet Address (URL) http:l/www.epa.gov 
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Iiieasuscs ti)s all E~lvison~iic~ltal Justice C O I I I I I ~ L I I I ~ ~ ~  it1 the FEIS. 11'Llicsc ;\re ally clucslions 
co~iccsning tlicsc co~iltilcnts, plcasc contact Mr. Christoplier A. Militscllcs of lily stal'fat 
(919) 556-4200 01. by c-mail at ~iiilitscher.cliris(ii),epa.,~ov. Thank you lor the opportunity 
to collllllellt. 

Sincerely, 

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief 
NEPA Program Office 

Cc: E. Hair, USAC'E-Aslieville 
M.  H:u~icl, NCDO'F-Rail 
B. CVrcnti, NCDWQ 
J .  Dcllcrt-O'l<ccf, CATS 



Attaclrment A 
DEIS fill- the LYNX Blue 1,ine Extension Northeast Corriclor 1,ight liilil Project 
Center ('ity, Charlotte to Interstate 85, Mecklenburg County, North Ca~'olil~a; 

FTA-E40834-NC 
'Technical Review Comments 

Wetland ant1 Slrc~~rn Inipacls 

Tlic Liglit Rail ,4ltcrnative (and Sugar Creek Option) impact ~lpprouimatcly 1.52 
acrcs ofjuristliclionaI wetlands. The Liglit Rail Alternative (LRA) impacls 
approxilnalcly ;,300 li1ie;lr rcel of streams. The LRA-Sugar Crcck Oplion impacts 
potentially 1 , I  I 0 liliear fcet less than the LPA (2,150 linear feet). Fro111 a ~ialural 
rcsourcc pcl.spcclive, EP,4 prefers the LRA-Sugar Creek Option. 

Other Natulxl Resource Impacts 

Tlic LRA-Sugar Creel< Option potentially inlpacts approxiniatcly 18.4 acres ol' 
mixed piiic~liartlwood Ibrests. Chapter 10 of the DEIS also identifies klrmlands as a 
natural I - C S O I I I . ~ ~ ' .  'Tliere are no farmlands within the proposed corridor. i-\s a point o r  
clarification, I.;ir~iilands are not natural resources and should have been ciiscussccl in thc 
Iiuman SCSOLII-CL' scctioli of tlie DEIS. EPA requests that this been clari lictl i n  tlie Filial 
Environmc~i~~il Inipact Statelnent (FEIS). 

Flooclplains impacts are identified in Chapter 11 of the DEIS, alicl 111clude 0.2 
acres in the FELVA Iloodway, 0.87 acres in the Community Encroaclimcnr Arcs iuici 8.47 
acres in Co~iim~~li i ry  Floodplains. 

Tlic1.c arc no anticipated impacts to protected species. 

Air Qualil\l I m m  

Tlic 131-ol3osed project is considered consistent with local ancl Slale plans. There is 
an anticipalccl long-term benefit to air quality in the metropolitan Cliarlotlc area with a 
significant rccluction forecasted for vehicle miles traveled (vnit) of appso.uimately 5 5  
niillion miles per year. Considering the non-attainment status (8-hour Ozone standard) 
for the C1ial.lotle-Gastonia-Rock Hill area, the reduction of vehicle emissions t'ronl 
imple~nenri~lg rlie proposed light rail project is a potentially significant. 1'1ie I-egional 
~liinual emissions reductions forecasted for the project are presented in Tablc 1 2-4 of tlie 
DEIS and incluile Carbon nlonoxide (CO), Nitrogen oxides (NOx), and Vola~ile Organic 
Compounds (VOCs). 

Human Resou~.ce Inipacts 



Propel-ty :~ccl~~isitions arc dcscribcd in Chapter 17 of tlic DEIS. 71'11c 1-liA-Sugar 
Creel< Optio~l ~~lcluclcs 32 bi~sincss and I residential relocations. 'l'licrc ~,oulcl  also be 
additional 11i11.tial property accli~isition for roadway widening along North 'l'ryon 
StrcetIUS 30 ancl ;\long other areas of the proposed rail coridor. 

Noise ;11ic1 vibration impacts are identified i l l  Chapter 13 of tlic DL:IS. 'fhcrc arc 
~iunicrous C H I  itics, inclueling 27 single fanlily residence receptors that will receive 
moderate ~ioisc i~npacts li-om the proposed project (i.e., LPA-Si~gal- Crccli Option). 
Additionally, 2 ~iii~lti-family buildings at Mallard Creek Apart~iients will IJC  sevcrcly 
impacts. Vibration impacts to one single fanlily residence are avoiclccl \villi the LI'A- 
S u ~ a r  Crecli Option. Also, no adverse or disproportionate impacts arc cxl,cctcd to 
~iiinority and lo\v-income popi~lations based upon the assessment clcscril~cd in Chapter 
0.0 of ~.hc D EIS. I lowcvcr, Table 6-4, Sunimary of Potential Impacts on Ncigliborlioo~ls 
identified tlic I-liclclcn Valley neigliborl~ood as having a potential noise i ~ n p a c ~ .  Under 
Tablc ES-2. Su~li~iiary 01' Mitigation, Environmental Justice, it  iclenti fics rllat "Noise 
~rtitigcrtio/i fO / .  /.c~.sirlc/i1itrl~71-o/~c-.1*ties locclte~i within EJ co~~ztnu~lities o/'c~o/tc,c~.~i 11~il1 he 
i .  Mitigalio~i for noise impacts to this neighborhood is being ilc1l.1-rcil to 11ic 
linal pl-ojcct clcsign. Tlic DEIS does not specifically identify or cluantiry tlle type or scope 

. . 
of' the noisc ni~t~gation. This issues needs to be further detailed and clisc~~ssed in Ihe 
FEIS. 

Minimal impacts are expected from tlie LPA-Sugar Creel< Option to3 cxisting or 
planned pa1.1,~ or grceli\vays. Noise and visual impacts are expected to 1Cil.l; Far111 Fields, 
and visual i~npacts to 3 proposed greenways (Toby Creek and Mallard Cr~el i ) .  There are 
no anticipatccl ~~dvcrsc  impacts to historic or archaeological resourccs. Tl1cl.c are a total 
of potentially 14 properties Tor hazardous material concerns on the proposed al ignnient 
and for tlie proposed park-and-ride facilities. 


